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1. SUMMARY 

American Cyber Corp (“American C‘yber”), by its counsel, hereby requests that the 

 ommis mission review de ~ O W J  the attached Decision (Exhibit A) of the Universal Service 

Admini.;trative Company (“IISAC”) pursuant to 47 C F K 4 54 719 through 47 C.F R. 4 54 725. 

B y  an initial leller of September 12, 2001 (Exhibit B. the enclosed 2001 499-A f o m  and 

instructions are omitted) rejecting the duly liled 2001 499-A form and its May 22, 2003 

Decisioii. IJSAC reftises to accept American Cybcr’s 2001 form 499-A. This action is contrary to 

the lJSAC Form 499 Instructions. beyond IJSAC’s authority delegated i t  by the Commission and 

contrary to Petitioner’s contractual agrecments with it.; underlying carrier. QAI, Inc. As a 

conscquencc, IJSAC has wrongfully billcd American Cyber Universal Service Fund charges by 

invoiccs iss~ied during the months ol‘ Januxy through June, 2001. By thls Petition, American 

Cyber urges thc Commission to reverse these actions of USAC and determine that QAI, Inc 

rather than American Cyber is liable for such cliargcs and all related interest and late charges. 

4 1 1  factual assertions hercin arc supported by the attached documentation and Petitioner’s 

Declaration 

11. BACKGROUND 

As can be seen by the LJSAC letter rejecting American Cyber’s 2001 form 499-A filing 

(Exhibit B) this matter is one 01‘ tivc virtually identical proceedings involving five carriers.’ 

The carrier, are Inmark, Inc d/b/a Preferred Bi l l ing, American Cyber Corp, Coleman Enterprises, I n c ,  
LoTcl. lnc d’h.’n Coordinated Bi l l ing and Prorel Advantage d/b/a Long Distance Service Petitions for Review for 
a l l  t ive Carriers are being ti led simultaneously wit11 the Coiiimiysion The major circumstance differentiating the five 
c ~ r r t e r s  15 the bankruptcy filings by  Coleman Lnlerpriscs and Ainerrcan Cyber, each of  which filed Chapter 1 1  
proceedings In addition. i t  appears that with regard to American Cyber, Q A l  did not pay USAC invoices for a very 
ehlensive period of l ime in the ycar 2000. as inontl i ly invoices during the l i n t  ‘ i i ~  months of2001 totaled ICSS than 
S30.000 00 each, excIu)ivc of late payment penalties. but the balance invoiced by U S A C  in March of 2001 totaled 
S481.49644 See Exhibit  K 



Each of the five carrier7 was. iii calendar year 2000, a reseller of long dlstance 

telecommunicatloii services Each contrackd wlth QAT, Inc., for wholesale provision of 

underlying long dlstance service. Wholcsalc service was provided pursuant to contract (Exhibit 

C )  by whlch Q A I  provided underlying long distance service and billing and collection, payment 

of expenses associated with the provision of services, cxpressly including Universal Service 

Fund charges, and payment to thc rewlll i ig carrier of net proceeds after collection of a 

commission by Q A I  

In practice, there was virtually never a “margin” or funds available for payment to the 

reseller after payment o f  expenses and  ils commission. according to thc methodology by which 

QAl calculatcd expenses associated with the provision of services In practice, virtually the only 

liinds paid by QAI to the rescllers consisted of what Q A I  deemed to be “optional” advances 

inadc pursuant to the contract. which QAI evidently then booked as loans to the resellers 

The contractual agreements and course of dealing between the parties clearly estabhshed 

that Q A I  hilled tor. collected and reservcd Universal Service Fund Charges in 2000 and was 

ohligated to pay such charges when invoiced for them by USAC through June of 2001. These 

contracts and this course o f  dealing were consistent with USAC instructions, which clearly 

provide that every wholesaler 01‘ services must report on its own account and therefore pay all 

Ilniversal Service Fund charges generated by rcveiiucs attributable to resellers In the absence of  

documentation establishing that the reseller is obligated to do so (Exhiblt D, page 15 of 2001 

199-A Insiructions) The instructions for the September, 2000 499-S form and for the 2000 499- 

:\ form contain similar language, also included in Exhibit  D. In this case, the parties agreed to 
2xactly the opposite procedure; the wholesaler undertook the responsibility to bill for, collect and 
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pay IJniversal Service Fund ohligations directly Thcrc is [no prohlbilion against carriers making 

such an agrccment. 

Each o f  the resellers rcccived correspondence dated August of 2000, 11 kewise confirming 

Ihai QAI bore responsibility ibr paymcnt o f  Universal Scrvice Fund charges (Exhibit E). The 

ongoing relationship between QAl  and each of the resellers became dlsrupted in November and 

December of 2000, when QAI engaged in  a dispute with i ts  undcrlying long distance provider, 

Sprint, resulting in termination of the provision 01‘ services and loss of a substantial portion of 

each reseller’s customer base In  March o f  2001, Q A l  requested ofthe three resellel-s not then in 

bankruptcy (Prolel, LoTel and Inmark) thal they assume responsibility for paymcnt of Universal 

Servicc Fund charges (Exhibit E). which request was unequivocally refused (Exhibit F) 

Consistent with the contractual agrccment of the partics, thcir course o f  dealing, and the 499-A 

instructions, each of the five resellers filed 2001 499-A lhrms (Exhiblt G) explaining the 

obligation o f  0.41 to rcport calendar year 2000 rcvenues and pay the resulting Universal Service 

Fund charges These forms were rejectcd collectively by USAC, resulting in letters of appeal 

(Exhibit H). IJndersigned counsel contacted USAC on several occasions to inquire about the 

slatus of these appeals O n  May 22, 2003. USAC issued its Admin~strator’s Decision on 

Contributor Appeal (Exhibit A), denying all appeals American Cybcr requests de novo review 

and reversal of this Administrator’s Decision 
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111. ARGUMENT 

A. Univcrsal Service Administrative Company does not habe 
authoritv to reiect a siencd and filed 499-A form 

Thc IJniversal Service Administrative Company has not been granted the authority to 

reject 499-A forms I t  has been granted the authority to audit forms, conduct inquiries and seek 

information but nowhere has it  been granted the authority to recelve a duly executed and 

completcd form 499-A and choose to disregard it as i t  has done in this case The Administrator 

has expressly been denied the authority to act i n  doubtful situations without first seeking 

Commission Guidance 47 C I' R 5 54.702 (c) Rejecting filed 499 forms is clearly a power 

denied the Administrator 

Nor does the Administrator have the authority to reject a contractual arrangement 

bctween carriers whereby the wliolesale carrlcr agrees to pay LJniversal Service Fund charges, as 

IJSAC purporls to do in its Decision 

Further, such action violates USA<''s own Instructlons. 

'The Instructions issued by the Iliiiversal Servicc Administrative Company for 499 

reporting have becn given thc force of rcgulations by the Commission See, for example, !!Uk 

Matter of Request for Review bv ABC Cellular Corporation, DA 02-3474, Order adopted 

December 16. 2002 In addition to citation to numerous Instructions as authority, the Order 

turtlier recognizes, i n  footnote IO,  that by wflue of portions of the Instructions adopted in 

connection with the preparation of499 forms, conkactual agreements between carriers at least in 

situations involving the transfer of customers will be honored in terms of the allocation of 
responsibility for payment of' Universal Service Fund charges 
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In  the present case, the Iimvcrsal Service Administrative Company Decision on 

Contributor Appeal is based primarily if not cxclusively on the Administrator’s determination 

that the lnstructlons are @ t o  be followed. Contrary to the express language of the Instructions, 

under the Decision the wholesale carrier i s  a to include on its report o f  end user revenues those 

rcvenuec for which i t  expressly agreed with the reselling carrier it would collect and pay 

Universal Service rund chargcs Further, thc agreement between the parties is disregarded. 

l r  in fact the 499 lnstructions do constitute regulations or at the very least reflect rules by 

which carriers may govern their operations. by what authority does the Administrator disregard 

not only thc Instructions but also a contractual arrangement between a wholesale carrier and 

reseller expressly crafted to comply with thc Instructions” Thc Petitioner submits that the 

Administrator has committcd clear error by ncgating the contractual agreement between carriers 

and divegarding the Instructions 

In  support o i  the Decision. the Administrator states (without citation of any authority) 

“This demonstrates why FCX regulations and IJSAC do not allow USF obligations to transfer to 

a third party ” This crucial sentence ignores those portions ofthe Instructions whlch relate to the 

reporting obligation of wholesale carriers and reseller carriers. There is no attempt here to 

transfcr an obligation, it originates with the wholesaler, QAI, and should stay there as agreed 

QAI is not merely some mysterious “third pafly” to whlch obligations are sought to be 

‘-transferred” By Instruction. QAI  i s  the carrier responsible for reporting 499 revenues except in 

transactions in which it obtains from the reselling carrier confirmation and agreement lo report 

499 revenues and pay the resulting USF charges. In the present case, the carriers expfCSSly 



crafted their agrcements to piovidc that the wholesale carrier, QAI ,  would collect and pay LJSF 

charges 

The Administrator is perhaps also sonicwhat disingenuous in characterizing QAT as ‘a 

third party. to whom IJSF obligatlons arc hang trmstcrred’ The Adminlstrator directly billed 

QAI for IJSF obligations for a number of‘ycars It rcceived and accepted payments from QAI. 

By means not revealed to Petitioner. the Administrator chose in 2001 to transfer billings, 

including substantial unpaid account halanccs. late paymcnt charges and interest to Petitioner 

Had the Adrninislrator instead followed its own Instruclions as well as the contractual agreement 

between the carriers, it instead would have continued to hill QAl all of these charges through 

.lune of2001 

B. The Universal Service Fund Charges in Question 
are the Obligation of O A l  and not American Cvher 

I t  is beyond dispute that under thc agreement between the parties, QAl undertook 

rcspousihility as wholesaler lo pay linivcrsal Service Fund charges. See Paragraph 2(a) and 

Schedule 2. paragraph l(c) o l  Exhibit C: QAl also hilled for and collected such charges. See 

Exhibit K This contractual arrangement i s  consistent with the Universal Service Administrative 

C’onipany instructions, which provide that the wholesale provider of telecommunjcation services 

i s  obligated to pay Universal Service Fund charges in the absence of an agreement by the reseller 

to do so. Here the agreement was exactly to the contrary and was again confirmed through the 

exchange of correspondence between QAl  and three of the resellers in  March of 2001, wherein 

( M I  again confirmed its obligation to pay Universal Service Fund charges unless the resellers 

assume the obligation to do so, which they refused. 
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Because twn of the resellers in  question, American Cyber and Coleman Enterprises. filed 

bankrLlptcy proceedings, several documents have come to light in  the course of those and 

cuntinuing couri proceedings which further cnntirm thc obligation of  QAI to pay the charges in 

question 

In the Deposition of Davld Wiegand taken October 25, 2002 (excerpt attached as Exhibit 

I ) ,  Mr Wiegand confirmed his understanding that QAI was obligated to and in fact did pay 

Universal Service Fund charges, which i t  i i i  turn billed to end user customers and reserved for 

payment of‘such charges 

In addition to the express terms or  the carriers’ agreements, fairness and equity require 

dial the agreement between QAI and the resellcrs for apportionment of Universal Service Fund 

charges not be negated by LJSAC, for the reason that QAL in fact billed for and collected the 

funds to be used to pay the Universal Service Fund chargcs that appeared on invoices during the 

lirst six months of 2001 

Because QAI. without the knowledge or involvement of  American Cyber, caused 

services by Sprint to he disrupted, American Cyber’b customer base was nearly destroyed by the 

beginning u l  calendar year 2001, leaving it  without revenues, reserves or simply the funds 

required to pay IJSAC invoices during the tirst six months of 2001. QAT, on the other hand, had 

billed for, collected and resewed those very funds. 

In fairness and in equity and under the terms of the contractual agreement between QAI 

and thc resellers and further, i n  compliance with the 499-A instructions, all Universal Service 

Fund obligations billed during the first s ix  months o f  2001, based as they were on calendar year 



2000 activities, were and should bc determined by thc Commission to be the obligation of Q A I  

and not of Ainerican Cyber 

IV. CONCLUSlON 

I’etitioner respectfully requests that on review, the Commission determine all universal 

senice fund obligations charged it prior to .luly 01‘ 2001 including penalties, late charges and 

intcrest. bc determined to be the obligation ofQAI, Tnc and not petitioner 

Respectfully submitted, 

AMERICAN CYBER CORP. 

-J 
.,&C . 

I3Y 
David G bock;; 
Lawrencc M. Brenton 
Early. Ixnnon, Crocker & Bartosiewicr, PLC 
900 Comerica Building 
Kalamazoo, MI 49007 
(269) 38 1-8844 

Its Counsel 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, ‘Teresa Bitterling, hereby certilj that the loregoing “Petition for Review” was served 

this I ~ day of duly. 200;. by depositing a true copy thereof with the LJnlted States Postal 

Service. lirst class postage prcpaid, addressed to’ 

.. . .  

D Scott Barash, Esq 
Vice President & General Counsel 
Universal Service Adinlnlstratlve Company 
Suite 600 
2120 L Street, N W  
Washington. D.C. 20037 
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EXHIBIT A 

Administrator’s Decision on Contributor Appeal 



Universal Service Administrative Company 

Mily 22, 2003 

UY I’EDERAL EXPRESS 

I .iwcncc hl Hreiitoii 
l h l y ,  I.etiiioi1, Ci-ocker & tkf los ic \v ic / ,  P I, (~ 

000 C‘oiiicrtca Building 
Kalilmuoi),  hfI  40007-4752 

RL: A~iiencaii Cyber Cory, Inmark, Inc , Protel Advantage, Inc ; LoTel, Inc., 
Coleiiian I;nlcrpiises, Iiic (liler IDS 819152, 814681; 809181, 819396, 
308.522) 

r)c,u- B ~ ~ ~ ~ I ~ ~ ~  

ATler thorough rcview, ~ l i c  Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) has 
coinplclcd its evaluu~ioii orthe Ixttcrs of Appeal (Appeals) on behalf of American Cyber 
(’orp d W a  Discoutit Plus flWa Key Coinniunications, Inmark, Tnc d/b/a Preferred 
Billing, I’rotcl AdLaiitaSe, Inc d/Wa Long Distance Savings, LoTel, [ne. d h l a  
C’oordiiiated Billing Scrvices, Colcinaii Enterpnscs, Inc d/b/a Local Long Distance 
i t idi \  idtially ‘-Appellant”. collectively. “i2ppellants”). I’he Appeals address USAC’s 
trqcction 0 1  IkCC 1;oriiis 490-A icporritit: /ero revenue lor the period January I - 

Dcccnihcr 3 I ,  2000 

l3;lcLgrouticl 

I ‘SAC’ i ccc i \  cd t\\o I i i i icl! suhinissions. cach marked as “original”, o f  Forms 499-A 
i cpurliiiS 2000 aiiiiual rcveiiuc froin Appellants Because the forms were incomplele 
I I S A C  rclui.iii.d a l l  origiiial rornis with an aitached explanation worksheet requesting the 
l i m i i s  Ihe rc j t ih i i i i t~cd Appellanls siihiiitttcd revised Fonns 499-A reportliig Lero 
I t i tcrstaic I’CI CIILIC for 2000 and ii iclt idcd documcrils staling that a third party, QAI, Inc. 
I i ~ d  clswiilcd re\poii>ibilit> Cor rtportltig re\cnut. and piyiiig charges un Appellant’s 
1)chiiIr I!S!2(‘ tc~iimcd r c v w d  Fo~-ms 400-A 
Scplctiibci. I ? .  2OOI. \\ IiicIi cxplaiiicd why  Appellaills are each rcsponstble for reportine 
;i~iil ~);iyithg a11 Iliiivcrsal Sewice Fuiid (IUSF) obllgaiion Further, IJSAC has 110 record of 
(.VI ~iss1iti1iti~ rcspoi i \ ih l i ly  f o r  rcpot’titig rcvenuc and payiiig cllarycs 011 behalf of 

included it reJection letter, datcd 

; \ppcl l . i t i l~ 
~~~ 

~~ ~ 

? I211  I \ I ICUI K t i  \w~chOO, \ V . i h I i ~ l r i i i  I)( ? l ) O 7 i  \ ‘u i i c  ?I)? 771, O?OO I:,$% >02 770 0080 
\ ‘ l + l t  115 ol1liiiL. .I] http//lnuw i i n i ve rs~ ise r~ i~e  org 



Lawrence M.  Brenton 
Early, Lennon, Crocker & Bartosiewicz, P.L.C. 
May 22,2003 
Page 2 

Discussion. Appellants appeals must be denied. Appellants argue that USAC does not 
have "jurisdiction, authority or discretion to "reject" or choose to ignore a properly filed 
form 499-A." 

FCC rcgulations spccifically re uire USAC to comparc revenue information collected' 
and give USAC audit authorilyq See C F R. $ 5  54.702(f) and 54 707 

Documentation provided with the Appeals included correspondence between Appellants 
and QAI, Inc that discuss what QAI lnc 's obligations were with regard to filing of 
revenue reporting fornis and at one point question whether QAI had accurately reported 
rcvenuc, or in  fact reported revenue a t  all. This demonstrates why FCC regulations and 
USAC do not allow USF obligatioiis to transfer to a third party Appellants acknowledge 
i n  the Appeals lliat i t  would be improper for USAC to rely upon informatioii provided by 
ii third pa'iy 

The FCC approves all Forms 499-A aiitl acconipanying itistmctions. As stated in 
LJSAC's Scpteimber 12, 2001 rejection Ictier, and on the FCC-approved instruc,tions that 
accompanied the k'orni, cach entity is required to rcport and contnbutc In fact, FCC 
regulations refer spccifically to information that a contributor must submit to LJSAC' and 

~~~ ~ - 

(I) I'iirsiiant to its icsponsibilii) for billing 2nd collecli i ig connibutioiis, the Adnuni3traior shall 
compare periodically in fomut ion Lollecred by !lie adrmiiistrator o f  the TRS Fund f rom TRS Fund 
M'orLsheelh u i t h  i i i fomiarion siihiiiilrcd by contriboiors on Uluversa l  Scrvice Workslicets to verify the 
x c u r a c y  of i n fo r imt ion  submitted on I ln i \ 'ersal  Service Worksheets When performing J comparison 
ofconl r ibuto i  information as probided hy thi?  paragraph, the Adnunismator must undertake company- 
by-company comparisons for a11 entities l i l i i ig Universal Service and TRS Fund Workyheets 
Audil controls 1'11s Administraior s l ia l l  hdVc authority to audit coiinibutors and carriers reporlmg data 
I U  the administrator The Administrator i l i d l l  cstahlish procedurcs io veiify discounts, offsets, and 
support .iiiiouiils I i rovided by the ui i ivcrsa l  x r v i c e  support programs, and n u y  suspend or delay 
discoiints, offkts,  ~ i i d  suppori anioii i iLs p r o v d e d  by the uiiwcrsal srrvice support programs, and may 
suspeiid or delay discoiinlc, orfqctq, and \uppwl Jmounts provided to a carrier if thc carrier fai ls to 
provide adequate verif icaiioii of discounts, iiffbcts, or supporl amouiits provided upon redsonable 
iequest, or i fdirected by the Coinniissioii rn do so The Admin~soator shall not provide 
reimbursements. offsets or suppon aiiioiiiirs pursuant  io parl 36 and 9 69 I16 through 69 I17 ofthis 
chapter, and suhparts L). I-,and G o f t l i i y  p ~ r t  in a cnrricr until !lie carrier has provided to the 
.Idministrator a i i i i e  and correct copy of  the decibion of  a state conmiscion designating that carrier as 
ai cl isiblc te le~on i i i i i l i i i~d i io i i s  Cdrrier 111 Jccordnncc with $ 54 201 
C'oiirrihutoi tepr,riing requircmenta (a) ( 'on t i  thutions sl ia l l  be calculated and filed in accordance w t th  
the I Imvc r ja I  Servicc Work\lir.ei 7 he ' I  elecommuiiic3tion~ Reporting Worksheet sets forth 
i i i l i i i i i iatioii tIi.11 [lie contributor niiisi hiibmit t o  i l ic  Adniiiiibtrator 011 a qtiarterly and annual basis Thc 
('oiiinii,sioii \ h a l l  dii i ioi i i ice by Public Norice published in the I'EDtKAI. REGISTEK and on 11s 
$\rbsitc t l i r  ima~incr o l  paynirnt and d i l i cs  hy ibl i ich paymcnts must be made An officer of thc 
coi i t i ihutol iixi>t ceir i fy io the truth a n d  accuracy o f  the ITniversal Sewice WorkTheei, a n d  the 
( ' ( I I I ~ I ~ ~ S I I I I ~  o r  thc Adiiiinistraiui i m ~ !  b e i i i y  diiy ~nformatioii contaiiicd 111 thc Universal  Service 
\i'orkhlicei '11 t l l C  disctcIIoii of h e  ( 'o imi?isSi~n Thc Admiiiistratnr of thc Telccoiiimiinicatioii~ ICeldy 
& I \ I C C  I l l l i d  <lidll I i lovIdc d'ild iepoi lcd o ~ i  i l ic 1 elZcoliiiiiunicatioiiF I<slay Service \Yorkslieei to tlic 
t ' 4 n l l l l i ~ t i a l i ~ !  s o  i l i a 1  t he  Adminisiraim ilia) w i r y  inlormation coiltamed in  t l lK  l l i i i v e r s a l  Senice 
'A'oikchcet lndccuratc iir uiiiiutliful i i i lor i i iai ioi i  ioniaiiicd 111 Ihe Llniversal Service Woikshect m y  
I C d d  1 0  IpIOsCcLIIioiI i i i ldcr 111c c i i i i i i i i a l  pii iu*ions o f  'I i t l e  18 01 the llnited Statcc Code 'llic 
. \ d n i i i l i w a i o r  rid\ I \C  ihc (~ 'on im~won ,/I .my en f~> iccmcm IFsi ic\ i  that aiisc ajid pr,>\ ,de ally 

I 
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May 22,2003 
Page 3 

direct IJSAC to cither estimate or verify iiifonnation in instances where revenue is not 
reported or IS inaccurately r e p ~ r t e d . ~  See C.F.R. $ 5  54 71 1 & 54 71 3 .  While a third party 
may provide a service and file forms on another's behalf, the obligation to file the forms 
and the obligation to make payment to the USF remains the obligation of each entity. A 
third party does not assunie the respoiisihility tlie obligation for payment for any of its 
resel lcrs 

IJSAC's review of Appellant's subsequently filed Forms 499 which report revenue for 
periods after 2000 show that Appcllaiits continue to report interstate rcvenue. Yet the 
revised Fomis 499-A rzporting 2000 revenue that Appellant's filed reported $0 interstate 
revenue USAC has dcterrnined that Appellant's revised Forms 499-A reporting 2000 
rcvenuc were iiiaccuratcly submitted 

Dccisio~i oil Appeal Deiiicd 

iJS,\(' lh<ich! dciiics A p p c l l a n ~ ' ~  Appeal 

.~ ~~ - .- 
~~~ ~ 

\iiggcsted rcspomc 
Conlributoi5' ta i l i i ie  LO repon or [o ciJnlriburcS4 71 7 Conlrihutors' failure 10 repoi l  or to contrihuie 
4 coiit i lhutor i h a r  fails io tile a Telecumirr i i i~~cai ioi is Reporting Worksheet and siibsequciltly IS billed 
by Ihc Admiii istrator shall pay thc aiiiounl foi which i t  1s billed The Adnuillstrator may bill a 

wirtrlhiitor il scparaie dscCwrcnt tor r?aii i i idble cob13 inciined bccause of thar coiitiibutor's Filing of  an 
i i i l t iuthf i i l  or i i iaccuietc 1clecoiriiniiiii~111ioi1~ Reporrins Worksheet, iai lure lo f i lc tlie 
I ~ I ~ c ~ i ~ l i i i i i n i c d l i o n ~  Reporliiig Wo~kd iec l ,  nr late paymenl of contrihutioi~s Failure to file the 
I~clrciiiIiirr~iiiicnlr~iis Repoi ring Workshcct or to ~ i h r n l l  required quarterly coirtributlonr nray subject 
i l rc  cu i~ i i ibu lv r  10 llic c ~ i l o r c c n i ~ ~ i t  p io~ i r i n i i r  o f  thc Act and any  oilier applicable l a w  The 
~Adnrii i i \ l idm &ll advise rhc Coinrni~sioir of dny cnfnrcemcnt issues t l r d t  arise atid providc aiiy 
h~iggr\ied i e s p m c  OIILC a conlriburor coiripllc\ \ r i t l i  the Tzlccomnluir ic~tions Repolung Worksheet 
I i l i i i g  ~cqu i~e i r ien t \ ,  l l ic Adi ir i i i imJlor mdy rerund a n y  iiverpaynrcnts made by the coirtrihutor, le,? any 
1C6S I I I I C I C F I  o r  C,,\l, 



Lawrence M. Brenton 
Early, Lemon, Crocker & Bartosiewicz, P.L.C. 
May 22,2003 
Page 4 

If you disagree with USAC's rcsponse to your Appeal, you may file an appeal with the 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) within 60 days of the date of this letter. 
The FCC address where you may direct your appeal is 

Fcderal Communications Commission 
Office of the Secretary 
445 12th Slrect, SW,  Room TW-A325 
Washington, DC 20554 

Siticerely. 

LlSAC 
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EXHIBIT R 

USAC Letter Dated September 12,2001 







Page 3 
September 12, 2001 

I f  you nced hclp cornpleling the 499A, please contacl [lie Form 499 help line at 973-560- 
4460 or througli e-mail al I . o r i i i ~ ( ) ~ ~ k ~ w ~  

I ll-usl this iiifol-iiiatioii provides you w i h  the background necessary lo resolve your 
qucs~ions/conccms 
lurlhcr qiieslioiis 

I I i a d  yoti 

Please cotikicl  [lie Form 499 help l ine al 973-560-4460 wilh any 

cc Bill Dab15 (PWC) 
L i s a  1l.ii1cr 




	BACKGROUND
	Ill ARGUMENI'
	499-A Form
	arc the Obligation of QAI and not American Cyber


